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NIKOLAOS MOUZALON’S
RESIGNATION FROM THE PATRIARCHAL THRONE
AND MANUEL KOMNENOS AS THE NEW SOCRATES*
KONSTANTINOS CHRYSSOGELOS
In 1151 a synod was held in order to discuss if Nikolaos Mouzalon, the patriarch 
of Constantinople, should be removed from his see, on the grounds that he had 
already resigned the Archbishopric of Cyprus in the past, and thus had lost the 
right to another ecclesiastical office.1 The proceedings of the second day of dis-
cussions take the form of a Platonizing dialogue between Manuel Komnenos, 
Mouzalon, and an unspecified number of bishops.2 The text is openly hostile to 
the outgoing patriarch, who is unable to cope with the complex syllogisms of the 
quick-witted emperor, as well as the bishops, who step in at one point in order to 
assist Manuel with their own syllogisms. The outcome of the hearing, as recorded 
in the text, is unsurprising: The bishops decree that Mouzalon should step down 
and we know that soon afterwards he resigned.3 
Placed within the broader cultural context of its time, the text reflects the 
Byzantine learned elite’s growing interest in debates,4 as well as Manuel’s personal 
* I wish to thank the anonymous reviewers for their careful reading of my manuscript
and their insightful comments and suggestions, as well as Dr. Georgia Sermanoglou for
bibliographical assistance on Socratic elenchus.
1 Mouzalon abdicated the see of Cyprus in ca. 1110. He wrote a poem explaining his deci-
sion, most probably shortly after his resignation. On the dating of the poem see G. Stra-
no (ed.), Nicola Muzalone, Carme apologetico. Introduzione, testo critico, traduzione 
e note (La Gorgona, 3). Acireale – Roma 2012, 56-58, and M. Mullett, The Poetics of 
Paraitesis: The Resignation Poems of Nicholas of Kerkyra and Nicholas Mouzalon, in: 
P. Odorico – P.A. Agapitos – M. Hinterberger (eds.), «Doux remède …». Poésie et 
poétique à Byzance. Actes du IVe colloque international philologique «EPMHNEIA», 
Paris, 23-24-25 février 2006 organisé par l’E.H.E.S.S. et l’Université de Chypre (Dossiers 
byzantins, 9). Paris 2009, 157-178, esp. 161. 
2 References follow the edition: J. Darrouzès, Documents inédits d’ ecclésiologie byzan-
tine (Archives de l’Orient Chrétien, 10). Paris 1966, 310-331 (including Darrouzès’ concise 
introduction on pp. 66-74).
3 On the historical context of the Mouzalon affair, see Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 
2), 66-68 and P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1143-1180. Cambridge 
1993, 278-279.
4 See A. Cameron, Arguing it out. Discussion in Twelfth-Century Byzantium. Budapest – 
New York 2016.
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agenda of self-representation, namely his effort to impose himself as a powerful 
leader, a theologian and an intellectual simultaneously. These trends are them-
selves part of the 11th and 12th-century’s renewed interest in the secular heritage 
of the Empire, which gradually resulted in the re-emergence of ancient Greek 
genres, such as Platonic and Lucianic dialogues,5 and also gave a boost to Aris-
totelean scholarship, mostly in the form of commentaries.6
Based on this, the purpose of this paper is twofold: First, to provide a close 
reading of the proceedings of the Mouzalon hearing, in order to explore how the 
discussants are presented and treated by the author of the text. Second, to study 
the dialogue in comparison to other texts that are directly or indirectly related 
to the resignation of Mouzalon, such as Nikolaos of Methone’s speech on the 
matter, as well as later Platonizing dialogues, with the purpose of discussing the 
impact of the proceedings on the intellectual history of Byzantium. The second 
part also comprises a brief note on Manuel’s ‘career’ as a new Socrates, i.e. as a 
philosopher king who is a master in dialectic, starting from the proceedings of 
the Mouzalon hearing in the early 1150s, up to the dialogues composed within 
or outside the court in the 1170s.
A close reading of the proceedings
At first glance, the purpose of the dialogue is simple and direct. On one hand, it 
serves as a faithful account of the actual discussions held; on the other hand, it 
praises Manuel for his remarkable ability to treat an ecclesiastical matter with the 
aid of dialectic, by employing a wide array of (pseudo)philosophical arguments. 
5 See Cameron, Arguing it out (cited n. 4), 20 for a general remark. Several studies that 
focus on specific 12th-century dialogues may be found in the volume: A. Cameron – N. 
Gaul (eds.), Dialogues and Debates from Late Antiquity to Late Byzantium. New York – 
Oxfordshire 2017, namely: F. Spingou, A Platonising Dialogue from the Twelfth Century. 
The Logos of Soterichos Panteugenos, 123-136; A. Bucossi, The Six Dialogues by Nike-
tas ‘of Maroneia’. A Contextualising Introduction, 137-152, and E. Cullhed, Theodore 
Prodromos in the Garden of Epicurus, 153-166 (a study of Prodromos’ Amarantos).
6 On late 11th and 12th-century Aristotelean scholarship, see M. Trizio, Reading and 
Commenting on Aristotle, in: A. Kaldellis – N. Siniossoglou (eds.), The Cambridge 
Intellectual History of Byzantium. Cambridge 2017, 397-412, esp. 408-409 on Michael of 
Ephesos, and p. 411 on Eustratios of Nicaea, the two of them being the most important 
commentators of Aristotle of this era, cf. Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 332. On 
the reception of Eustratios’ comments on the Nicomachean ethics in late Byzantium, see 
M. Trizio, On the Byzantine Fortune of Eustratios of Nicaea’ s Commentary on Books 
I and VI of the Nicomachean Ethics, in: K. Ierodiakonou – B. Bydén (eds.), The Many 
Faces of Byzantine Philosophy (Papers and Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at 
Athens, 4.1). Athens 2012, 199-224. 
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In this way, the text could be viewed as a precursor of Andronikos Kamateros’ 
Sacred Αrsenal, a piece of imperial propaganda of the 1170s, in which Manuel 
comes across as a master in both theology and the use of syllogisms. Nevertheless, 
if we take a closer look, the dialogue appears to be quite more complex. 
We know from extratextual sources that Mouzalon was appointed to the 
patriarchal throne by none other than Manuel himself.7 This alone makes the 
emperor’s harsh attitude towards Mouzalon in the dialogue puzzling. However, 
the patriarch is not very cooperative either, as he claims in the beginning of 
the dialogue that he does not remember what had been discussed in the hear-
ing the previous day, due to his old age.8 Later on, he is being bombarded with 
Manuel’s syllogisms, which he finds himself unable to refute, yet he refuses to 
accept defeat. At one point, he even attempts to confute one of the emperor’s syl-
logisms, although it becomes apparent that Mouzalon had misunderstood what 
Manuel had said previously.9 Quite surprisingly, instead of using the patriarch’s 
misunderstanding to his own advantage, the emperor loses his temper and then 
threatens his interlocutor, while compelling him to admit that he is wrong.10 It 
also worth noting that right before his outburst, Manuel had attempted to blend 
some theology into his philosophical argument, the sole instance this occurs in 
the whole dialogue.11
7 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 68 and Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 
3), 278. The emphasis on the fact that a given patriarch was chosen and persuaded to 
ascend the throne by the emperor himself constitutes a topos in patriarchal encomia of 
the era, although similar statements can be found in other genres dating already to the 
9th-century; see M. Loukaki, L’ image littéraire du patriarche de Constantinople chez les 
rhéteurs byzantins, in: M. Grünbart – L. Rickelt – M.M. VuČetić (eds.), Zwei Sonnen 
am goldenen Horn? Kaiserliche und patriarchale Macht im byzantinischen Mittelalter. 
Teilband 1 (Byzantinische Studien und Texte, 3). Berlin 2011, 65-78, esp. 75, and M. Lou-
kaki (ed.) – C. Jouanno (transl.), Discours annuels en l’honneur du patriarche Georges 
Xiphilin (Monographies, 18). Paris 2005, 187. Regardless of literary motifs, Manuel obvi-
ously had to bear full responsibility for the whole Mouzalon affair. 
8 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 310.14-16.
9 Manuel argues that if an object that is three cubits long is damaged, then another dam-
aged object that is three cubits long could be considered equal to the first one (Dar-
rouzès, Documents [cited n. 2], 320.1-2). Mouzalon understands this argument differ-
ently, namely that if an object that is three cubits long is damaged, then the same damage 
will appear on all other objects that are three cubits long (ibid., 320.17-19). 
10 The imperative form καταλάμβανε is quite telling (Darrouzès, Documents [cited n. 2], 
320.30), as is the fact that Manuel likens Mouzalon to Tantalus, who is unaware of the 
danger hanging over his head (ibid., 320.21-22).
11 Manuel argues that Saint Peter is deprived of his virtue of justice, if he acts in an unjust 
way. Mouzalon protests, by arguing that it is not possible for Peter to act in an unjust way, 
for he is ἑστία δικαιοσύνης (Darrouzès, Documents [cited n. 2], 320.11-15).
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Mouzalon’s resilience exhorts the bishops to intervene and Manuel steps 
back temporarily. From their part, the bishops attempt to win Mouzalon over, 
by effectively using the same arguments the emperor had just employed.12 Cu-
riously, the patriarch now is unable to confront them and thus remains silent. 
This is essentially the only time in the dialogue Mouzalon seems to submit to 
the argumentation of his aggressive opponents. Afterwards, Manuel re-enters the 
discussion with a new set of syllogisms, which draws on Aristotle’s Metaphysics,13 
but Mouzalon is once again unwilling to subdue. Towards the end, the patriarch 
has been virtually left off the debate, as the emperor converses with the bishops 
instead. Finally, Mouzalon resigns himself to the fact that all the odds are against 
him and thus admits that he didn’t have the right to obtain another office after 
resigning the see of Cyprus.14 And yet, the finale of the dialogue shows that the 
patriarch and the emperor are far from reconciling. The final words the two of 
them exchange are reminiscent of a tragic stichomythia. Quite interestingly, Mou-
zalon’s insistence here that he was forced to submit to the emperor’s view against 
his will, makes Manuel seem like a somewhat cruel, oppressive ruler.
The following passage highlights both the style and the content of the 
stichomythia:15
Βασιλεύς. Δι’ ἀμφοτέρων ἀπελαύνῃ τοῦ θρόνου τῆς Κωνσταντίνου.
Μουζάλων. Ὡς σὺ νομοθετεῖς.
Β. Ὡς αὐτὸς ὁμολογεῖς.
Μ. Ἀπὸ τῶν σῶν λημμάτων.
Β. Ἀπὸ τῶν σῶν ἀποκρίσεων. (…) Λοιπὸν ὁμολογεῖς, τῇ ἀληθείᾳ θλιβόμενος, 
συντίθεσθαι ταύτῃ;
Μ. Βίᾳ καὶ ἀέκοντί γε θυμῷ.
Basileus. From both sides you are removed from the throne of Constantinople. 
Mouzalon. According to your legislation.
B. According to your confession.
12 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 322. The bishops’ syllogism about the analogy 
between justice and the just man on one hand and the bishop and the episcopate on the 
other, was used by Manuel in the beginning of the dialogue (ibid., 314.32 etc.). 
13 The argument is presented in Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 324.15-326.21 and 
considers the relation between matter (ὕλη) and form (εἶδος), as an analogy for the 
relation between a bishop (ἐπίσκοπος) and his episcopate (ἱεραρχία). It is based on Ar-
istotle’s discussion on matter and form in the seventh book of the Metaphysics, sections 
7-11 (1032b ff.). I owe this suggestion to Prof. Vassilis Kalfas. It should also be noted that 
Michael of Ephesos wrote a commentary on Metaphysics, books 7-14. See on this Trizio, 
Reading and Commenting (cited n. 6), 408.
14 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 328.7-9.
15 Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 328.12-23.
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M. Based on your assumptions. 
B. Based on your responses. (…) Well then, do you confess to the truth, since 
you are being crushed by it? 
M. By means of oppression and certainly against my will.
As regards the stance of the writer of the dialogue on the persons involved, it is 
quite obvious that he is favourable to the bishops, to whose circle he probably 
also belonged (more on this later), and utterly hostile to Mouzalon. From John 
Kinnamos’ Epitome we know Mouzalon was a stubborn man and that practically 
both laymen and clergymen were asking for his resignation from the patriarchal 
throne.16 This justifies the way he is portrayed in the dialogue, namely as a head-
strong old man, who refuses tenaciously to admit he is wrong. Nonetheless, the 
author doesn’t exactly juxtapose Mouzalon’s portrayal with Manuel’s. The emperor 
is of course capable of making up syllogisms but his dialectical approach to the 
problem isn’t very effective.17 Regardless of Mouzalon’s stubbornness, Manuel is 
quite simply unable to hold sway over his opponent. Worse still, the bishops seem 
to accomplish what the emperor could not, by simply recycling his ideas. In ad-
dition to this, Manuel’s hot-tempered reaction in the middle of the dialogue and 
Mouzalon’s final accusation that he is being suppressed are anything but flattering. 
With regard to the fact that the manuscript preserving the dialogue is not 
an official document,18 we are lured into assuming that its composition was not 
endorsed by the court. Darrouzès, who edited the text, has argued that it could be 
a pamphlet that circulated within the court at the time.19 The form of the alleged 
proceedings is also intriguing, for in fact this text constitutes the first ‘Platonic’ 
dialogue in the reign of Manuel, an era that produced quite a few of these, and 
therefore could be regarded as an important link between Eustratios of Nicaea’s 
late 11th-century dialogue and the one by Soterichos Panteugenos, which dates 
around 1156.20 However, in slight contrast to the aforementioned dialogues, as 
16 See A. Meineke (ed.), Ioannis Cinnami Epitome rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Comnenis 
gestarum (CSHB, 13). Bonn 1836, 83-84. 
17 Therefore, Darrouzès’ view that the author of the dialogue: “veut flatter sans doute son 
(sc. Manuel’s) habileté de logicien” (Darrouzès, Documents [cited n. 2], 68) is debatable. 
18 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 68 and 310, n. 1.
19 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 68.
20 For the dating of Panteugenos’ dialogue, see Spingou, A Platonising Dialogue (cited n. 
5), 123. The same scholar argues that the first dialogue after the one by Eustratios of Ni-
caea is that of Panteugenos (ibid., 129). The proceedings of the Mouzalon hearing should 
most definitely be added to the discussion, and probably so should Theodore Prodromos’ 
Xenedemos and Theophylact of Ochrid’s peculiar defence of the eunuchs. For a general 
survey of these two works, with secondary bibliography, see Cameron, Arguing it out 
(cited n. 4), 42-43 and 45-46 respectively.
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well others of the same period, the present piece is the closest we get to Socrates’ 
elenctic method, as attested in early Platonic dialogues, in the 12th-century.21 In 
accordance to this method, Manuel takes up the role of a ‘new Socrates’, by try-
ing to expose the ignorance of his interlocutor as regards his initial thesis on a 
given topic. Like Socrates, Manuel proclaims at the beginning of the discussion 
his alleged lack of knowledge in relation to the topic.22 Stylistically, the elenctic 
method prerequisites a close interaction between those taking part to the debate 
and comprises quick answers to specific questions, which eventually lead to a 
higher level of understanding on the subject under discussion.23
The following passage (one of many) is typical of the dialogue’s Socratic 
style,24 although the emperor’s examples draw heavily on Aristotle’s Nicoma-
chean ethics:25
21 On the Socratic or elenctic method (or elenchus), see G.B. Matthews, The Epistemol-
ogy and Metaphysics of Socrates, in: G. Fine (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Plato. Ox-
ford – New York 2008, 114-138, esp. 124-129, and P. Woodruff, Plato’s Shorter Ethical 
Works: 2. Elenchus, in: E. D. Zalta (ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 
2018 (https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/plato-ethics-shorter/). On 
elenchus discussed by Aristotle in the Sophistical refutations, see R. Bolton, The Aristo-
telian Elenchus, in: J. L. Fink (ed.), The Development of Dialectic from Plato to Aristotle. 
Cambridge – New York 2012, 270-295.
22 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 310.3-6. Manuel describes himself as ‘simple-
minded’ (ἁπλοῦς) and ‘ignorant’ (ἀνεπιστήμων).
23 For all its Platonic influences, Theodoros Prodromos’ Xenedemos, written either in the 
reign of John Komnenos or Manuel Komnenos, consists mainly of Theokles’ mono-
logues that elaborate on theses with which Xenedemos enthusiastically agrees, although 
initially he was supporting the opposite views. For a recent annotated critical edition, 
with an introduction, see L. Spyridonova – A. Kurbanov – O. Yu. Goncharko, The 
Dialogue Xenedemos, or Voices, by Theodore Prodromos. A Critical Edition, with English 
Translation. Scrinium 13 (2017) 227-275. On the influence of early Platonic dialogues 
on Xenedemos, see N. G. Charalampopoulos, Ένας ‘πλατωνικός’ διάλογος του 12ου 
αιώνος: Θεοδώρου Προδρόμου Ξενέδημος ἢ Φωναί. Αριάδνη 11 (2005) 189-214, esp. 
197-208. Cf. Cameron, Arguing it out (cited n. 4), 46: “some Byzantine dialogues relied 
more on long speeches than the interplay of speakers”, which applies to many dialogues 
of the era but is clearly not the case in the proceedings of the Mouzalon hearing. 
24 Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 314.30-316.4.
25 See, for instance, in the second book of the Nicomachean ethics, section 4 (1105a-b), 
on ‘just’ (δίκαιοι) and ‘prudent’ (σώφρονες) men and how they relate to their respec-
tive virtues (ἀρεταί). Ἀρετὴ and ἕξις are, as is well known, closely interconnected in the 
work (e.g. ἔστιν ἄρα ἡ ἀρετὴ ἕξις προαιρετική, ibid., 1106b, section 6). Contemporary 
(i.e. late 11th and 12th-century) scholarship on the Nicomachean ethics was active, for 
which see the volume: C. Barber – D. Jenkins (eds.), Medieval Greek Commentaries 
on the Nicomachean Ethics (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 101). 
Leiden – Boston 2009. See also Trizio, On the Byzantine Fortune (cited n. 6).
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Βασιλεύς. Ἔστι τις ἄνθρωπος ἕξιν ἔχων δικαιοσύνης καὶ ἕτερος σωφροσύνης;
Μουζάλων. Ἔστι.
Β. Τίς γοῦν ὁ τῆς δικαιοσύνης ἔχων τὴν ἕξιν;
Μ. Δίκαιος.
Β. Τῆς δὲ σωφροσύνης;
Μ. Ὁ σώφρων, ὥσπερ δὴ καὶ ὁ πρᾷος τὴν πραότητα.
Β. Ἄλλο γοῦν ἐστι παρὰ τὴν ἕξιν τὸ τὴν ἕξιν ἔχον ἢ τὸ αὐτό;
Μ. Ἄλλο.
Basileus. Is there a man with the habit of justice and another with the habit of 
prudence?
Mouzalon. There is.
B. How then would you call the man who is in possession of the habit of justice? 
M. Just. 
B. And the other, who is in possession of the habit of prudence?
M. Prudent.
B. So, being in possession of the habit and the habit itself are two different things, 
or the same?
M. Different.
However, Mouzalon proves to be a reluctant apprentice, whereas Manuel tries his 
best to act as a new Socrates and yet resorts to imperial power and threats when 
his words and arguments are not convincing enough. It seems then that what 
we have here is a case of a somewhat failed Socratic method. By taking also into 
consideration that this method, as some scholars argue, was more about chal-
lenging established notions and exposing the interlocutor’s inconsistency,26 or 
even discrediting the interlocutor altogether,27 than reaching the objective truth,28 
it would mean that Manuel’s hope to extract a confession from Mouzalon was 
bound to fail right from the start.29 In other words, it is doubtful that Socratic 
26 See Matthews, The Epistemology (cited n. 21), 127.
27 See Woodruff, Plato’s Shorter Ethical Works (cited n. 21). 
28 See also Penner’s view: “It is a mistake, then, to look at the Socratic elenchus as a process 
of trying to establish certain propositions on the basis of certain deductive arguments. 
The issue is one of the identity conditions for things known” (T. Penner, Socrates and 
the Early Dialogues, in: R. Kraut (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plato. Cam-
bridge – New York 1993, 121-169, p. 142). Of course, the synod was not meant to deal 
with “identity conditions for things known”, but to decide whether Mouzalon should 
resign or not.
29 Even if we accept L.-A. Dorion’s view (Aristotle’s Definition of Elenchus in the Light of 
Plato’s Sophist, in: Fink, The Development of Dialectic [cited n. 21], 251-269, p. 253) that 
“Socrates does not practice refutation for refutation’s sake, or for the simple pleasure of 
contradicting a thesis, but in the hope of improving his interlocutor”, the method seems 
somewhat inappropriate for a current ecclesiastical affair, which was in need of a quick 
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elenchus was the appropriate method to handle this case in the first place. The 
purpose of the synod, one can imagine, was not merely to confuse or discredit 
Mouzalon, but to find (not attempt to find30) an effective solution to an unpleasant 
situation, for which Manuel was the first to blame. Yet, if in reality the ‘effective 
solution’ was to get rid of Mouzalon by any means, even by making him appear 
mentally unfit (hence the comments on his old age; more on this later), then the 
dialogue is nothing more than a testament to Manuel’s ignoble demonstration 
of power.31
That is not to say the dialogue’s intention was to humiliate Manuel. If any-
thing, its writer demonstrates that the emperor was able to appropriate, at least to 
some extent, the Socratic way, although his arrogant claim to truth is not exactly 
compatible with Socrates’ attitude of (ostensible) ignorance32 and the fact that 
he loses his temper rather constitutes a case of reversed Socratic elenchus.33 In 
addition, we have already seen that throughout the dialogue, especially in the last 
part, Manuel is supported by the bishops, who are the real ‘heroes’ in the story, 
not least by delivering themselves the verdict in the end.34 We may assume that 
solution. It should also be noted that Dorion’s perception of Socratic elenchus is based 
on the definition given in Plato’s Sophist, one of his later dialogues, whereas elenchus was 
widely used in his earlier dialogues.
30 On the fact that in some instances Socrates was really hoping to reach the definition of a 
given principle, yet most of the times unsuccessfully, see Matthews, The Epistemology 
(cited n. 21), 129.
31 Cf. Darrouzès’ remark (Documents [cited n. 2], 68) that the attacks on Mouzalon’s old 
age in the dialogue make him look almost like a caricature. It should be also noted that 
Manuel had played a major part in the ousting of the previous patriarch, Kosmas, in 1147, 
although this time he was not responsible for the disorder caused within the Church 
(see G.A. Rallis – M. Potlis, Σύνταγμα τῶν θείων καὶ ἱερῶν κανόνων. Τόμος πέμπτος. 
Athens 1855 [repr. 1966], 307-311, esp. 308-309; cf. Magdalino, The Empire [cited n. 
3], 277-278).
32 G. Vlastos argues in his well-known article The Socratic Elenchus (Oxford Studies in 
Ancient Philosophy 1 (1983) 27-58) that the elenchus was based on Socrates’ firm belief 
in his own moral values. See however M.-L. Kakkuri-Knuuttila’s criticism (The Role 
of the Respondent in Plato and Aristotle, in: Fink, The Development of Dialectic [cited 
n. 21], 62-90, p. 70): “Another puzzling feature of the standard (sc. Vlastos’ definition 
of) elenchus […] is the strong asymmetry between the questioner and his interlocutors, 
Socrates being intellectually far superior to his interlocutors and already possessing the 
truth”, and: “If the epistemic achievement of the standard elenchus consists of drawing 
new truths from ones familiar to Socrates, one could ask, why he is not happy with one 
single argument? Is he simply dishonest in claiming to test his views with several discus-
sants?” (ibid., 70, n. 28). 
33 Socratic elenchus would often generate angry reactions on behalf of his interlocutors (see 
Dorion, Aristotle’s Definition of Elenchus [cited n. 29], 253).
34 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 330.1-7 and 68 for Darrouzès’ remark.
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the dialogue left a bittersweet aftertaste to Manuel and that could explain why its 
afterlife is practically non-existent, as we shall see in the next section. Therefore, 
it could be argued that the text reflects the dialectic aspirations of a relatively 
young emperor, who was not ready to live up to his own expectations.35 Prob-
ably the fact that Manuel was mostly to blame for all this commotion explains 
why the dialogue was composed in the first place. Its author wanted to leave the 
emperor exposed and he did so by strongly insinuating that his use of dialectic 
wasn’t exactly up to par.
Understandably, the writer’s attitude towards the Mouzalon affair poses a 
question of verisimilitude. The truth is we cannot be sure if what we read in the 
dialogue is the actual debate,36 a mostly faithful transcription of the discussion 
with some alterations (in order to stress Mouzalon’ disobedience, Manuel’s in-
adequacy and the bishops’ reliability), or a figment of the writer’s imagination. It 
is certainly striking that the dialogue contains so many elements that reflect the 
interests of 12th-century’s learned elite. To name a few: 1) The author mentions 
or alludes to Mouzalon’s old age (much to Darrouzès’ amazement37), as a means 
to derogate him and stress the fact that he can’t keep up with the pace of the de-
bate.38 Satires on and invectives against old age, as is well known, are common in 
12th-century literature.39 2) The ‘tragic stichomythia’ at the end of the dialogue 
again bears testament to ancient drama’s popularity at the time.40 Additionally, it 
could be argued that the bishops (ἐπίσκοποι in the text, although obviously one 
of them is speaking) resemble the chorus of the ancient Greek tragedy. 3) The 
Aristotelean arguments the emperor employs equally reflect the era’s renewed 
interest in the philosopher’s work. 4) A ‘physiological’ remark, such as Mouzalon 
35 Cf. Darrouzès’ note: “Qu’il se soit laissé emporter dans les discussions par une ardeur 
juvénile, c’ est encore vraisemblable” (Documents [cited n. 2], 68).
36 So Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 278, but cautiously in p. 367, n. 174: “in what 
purport(s) to be exact transcription(s)”.
37 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 324, n. 1. 
38 See ibid., 310,14-16 (Mouzalon refers to his old age, perhaps ironically); 324,1-5 (Mou-
zalon is blushing, a sign of defeat, according to his adversaries; Darrouzès relates it to 
the patriarch’s old age). 
39 See P. Marciniak, Prodromos, Aristophanes and a Lustful Woman. A Byzantine Satire 
by Theodoros Prodromos. BSl 73 (2015) 22-34; Idem, It is not what it appears to be: A 
Note on Theodoros Prodromos’ Against a Lustful Old Woman. Eos 103 (2016) 109-115, 
and Cullhed, Theodore Prodromos (cited n. 5), esp. 157.
40 See P. Marciniak, A Dramatic Afterlife: The Byzantines on Ancient Drama and its 
Authors. CM 60 (2009) 311-326, and P.A. Agapitos, Narrative, Rhetoric, and ‘Drama’ 
Rediscovered: Scholars and Poets in Byzantium Interpret Heliodorus, in: R. Hunter 
(ed.), Studies in Heliodorus. Cambridge 1998, 125-156, esp. 139-146.
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biting his lip during the bishops’ argumentation41 (a sign of bewilderment and 
helplessness), is characteristic of 12th-century literature.42 To some extent, late 
11th and 12th-century scholarship on Aristotle paved the way for this evolution.43 
5) The dialogic form of the text is also strongly related to emerging trends during 
the reign of the Komnenoi, although its Platonic form, as already noted, could 
be regarded as innovative in regard to Manuel’s reign in particular. 
The absence of comic elements notwithstanding and with regard to its literary 
features and motifs, the piece is almost 12th-century literature in a nutshell. If 
the debate was written down in the exact same way it was delivered, then the text 
provides an intriguing snapshot of middle 12th-century learned elite in action. 
Certainly, the assumption that what we have here is the actual proceedings of the 
second day of the hearing renders the dialogue ‘realistic’. Nevertheless, the two 
existing, and quite different, versions of the proceedings that allegedly record the 
discussions between the Byzantines and the Latins in the 1170s should remind 
us that we must be cautious before applying such modern terms to Byzantine 
literature.44 If, on the other hand, the dialogue is fictional, it seems like its writer 
enhanced it with many literary and learned elements that were fashionable in 
his time, yet not in an uncritical way: ‘Naturalism’, invective, ancient tragedy and 
dialectic are combined in order to serve a complex agenda with political con-
notations and this in an ecclesiastical, not secular, affair.
It is here that we need to ask ourselves what the capacity of this anonymous 
author was. If he was a clergyman, it would be tempting to argue that his inten-
tion was to undermine Manuel’s attempt at introducing secular approaches to 
ecclesiastical and/or theological matters. However, there are at least two problems 
with this argument: First, in the text the bishops themselves opt for the dialectic 
41 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 322.24-25.
42 On the ‘humanistic’ aspect of 12th-century literature, including ‘naturalistic’ elements 
and scenes of everyday life, see P. Roilos, Amphoteroglossia. A Poetics of the Twelfth-
Century Medieval Greek Novel. Cambridge, Mass. – London 2005, 281-82 and 295; in 
the field of 12th-century historiography in particular, see P. Magdalino, Tourner en 
dérision à Byzance, in: E. Crouzet-Pavan – J. Verger (eds.), La dérision au Moyen Âge. 
De la pratique sociale au rituel politique (Cultures et civilisations médiévales, 38). Paris 
2007, 55-72, esp. 64-68 and 70-72. 
43 See Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 363.
44 On the two versions of the proceedings, by Andronikos Kamateros and Niketas of Ma-
roneia respectively, see A. Bucossi (ed.), Andronici Camateri Sacrum armamentarium. 
Pars prima (CCSG, 75). Turnhout 2014, ΧΧΙΧ-ΧΧΧVI. Cf. Cameron, Arguing it out 
(cited n. 4), 80-81. On Niketas of Maroneia and his version of the proceedings, see also 
A. Bucossi, The Six Dialogues by Niketas ‘of Maroneia’. A Contextualising Introduction, 
in: Cameron – Gaul, Dialogues and Debates (cited n. 5), 137-152.
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method in order to refute the patriarch. Second, the Zeitgeist of the 12th-century 
attests that Church affairs were receptive to secular methods, namely dialectic. 
The case of Eustratios of Nicaea provides an early example, as do dialogues that 
postdate the proceedings of the Mouzalon hearing. Perversely, in many of these 
texts, the present proceedings included, the Byzantines’ attitude towards syllo-
gisms and dialectic was ambivalent.45 For instance, in the proceedings, Manuel 
accuses Mouzalon of sophistry, although he is the one (over)using complex syl-
logisms that eventually hit a dead end.46 Similarly, in the Sacred Αrsenal, Manuel 
makes the same accusation against the Latins, and yet in another instance he is 
being praised by the same people for his masterful use of dialectic.47
Apparently, the educated elite of the 12th-century, with an emphasis on the 
clergy and the emperor, in whose reign mainly this evolution reaches its peak, had 
engaged in a process of self-exploration (although the rise of Western theology 
in the 12th-century is a significant factor that shouldn’t be overlooked either48), 
by challenging the boundaries between the secular and the theological, often 
blending, and occasionally juxtaposing, the two, while at the same time attacking 
those who were willing to do the same thing.49 The proceedings of the Mouzalon 
45 Cf. Cameron, Arguing it out (cited n. 4), 74: “Despite their own liking for syllogisms, 
the Byzantines professed to be suspicious of syllogistic, and frequently expressed disap-
proval of dialectic, even in the very texts that depended on both”. 
46 Manuel accuses Mouzalon of being ‘artful’ (ποικίλος) and ‘skilled’ (ἐπιστήμων) in em-
ploying sophisms before even the debate begins, referring to the first day of discussions, 
which is not recorded (see Darrouzès, Documents [cited n. 2], 310,3-4). Cf. Cameron, 
Arguing in out (cited n. 4), 49 and Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 278.
47 See Bucossi, Andronici Camateri Sacrum armamentarium (cited n. 43), 24 and 74 re-
spectively.
48 See on this T.M. Kolbaba, Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious “Errors”: Themes 
and Changes from 850 to 1350, in: A.E. Laiou – R.P. Mottahedeh (eds.), The Crusades 
from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World. Washington, D.C. 2001, 117-
143, esp. 137-140. It is here that we should remind ourselves of the discussions between 
Anselm of Havelberg and Niketas of Nicomedia in the 1130s, as well as Anselm and 
Basil, the metropolitan of Thessaloniki, in the 1150s, on doctrinal issues. In the second 
case, the debate takes the form of a Greek dialogue. On Anselm’s discussions with these 
Byzantine scholars, see Cameron, Arguing it out (cited n. 4), 82-89 (esp. 88-89, for the 
dialogue with Basil). On Anselm’s version of his discussions with Niketas (in latin), see 
A.J. Novikoff, Anselm of Havelberg’s Controversies with the Greeks. A Moment in the 
Scholastic Culture of Disputation, in: Cameron – Gaul, Dialogues and Debates (cited 
n. 5), 105-122, esp. 111-119. 
49 For a radical approach to the intellectual evolution of the 11th and 12th-centuries, with a 
stress on the deviation from the Orthodox norm for the sake of a, more or less, dynamic 
philosophical thinking (even though the learned men who engaged in such endeavors 
still had to choose their words carefully), see A. Kaldellis, Byzantine Philosophy Inside 
and Out: Orthodoxy and Dissidence in Counterpoint, in: Ierodiakonou – Bydén, The 
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hearing are an integral part of this situation and its complexities a reminder that 
interesting times tend to produce interesting literature.
The proceedings in context
The two most important contemporary texts pertaining to Mouzalon’s tenure 
are Basilakes’ encomium of the patriarch, which dates from ca. 1150, and a logos 
by Nikolaos of Methone, a firm supporter of Manuel, which relates directly to 
the dispute over the Mouzalon affair. The encomium gives a palpable sense of 
the atmosphere within the Church that gradually led to the turmoil surround-
ing Mouzalon’s resignation shortly afterwards. In it Mouzalon’s adversaries take 
even the shape of Absalom, David’s third son, who revolted against his father and 
almost became, to use Basilakes’ word, a ‘parricide’ (πατραλοίας).50 Neverthe-
less, as Darrouzès had already argued and shown, Nikolaos of Methone’s logos is 
more relevant to the close study of the proceedings, although it is relatively dif-
ficult to determinate whether the logos precedes or postdates them.51 Given that 
Nikolaos is urging Manuel to step up and take matters into his own hands, for 
the Church is on the verge of collapse and outsiders are watching the institution 
deteriorating, as if it were a spectacle in the hippodrome,52 it would be natural 
to assume that the text was written before Manuel’s engagement in the matter, 
and thus when the dialogue had not been yet composed.
However, the opposite argument could also be made, inasmuch Nikolaos is 
accusing his imaginary interlocutor (a bishop, who was pushing for Mouzalon’s 
resignation) for his excessive use of dialectic and sophisms. Based on this pas-
sage and also on the fact that the logos and the dialogue seem in general closely 
connected to each other, Darrouzès has argued tentatively that the former could 
Many Faces (cited n. 6), 129-151, esp. 138-139 and 142-149. A more relaxed view is of-
fered by Cameron in Arguing it out (cited n. 4), 94 and 141-151, who lays emphasis on 
the malleability and the adaptability of Orthodoxy, as well as Greek paideia in general, in 
light of the internal and external challenges that arose in the time of the Komnenoi. For 
the tug-of-war between Orthodoxy and Hellenism in the higher echelons of 12th-century 
Byzantium, with a focus on Anna Komnene, see P. Frankopan, The Literary, Cultural and 
Political Context for the Twelfth-Century Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, in: 
Barber – Jenkins, Medieval Greek Commentaries (cited n. 4), 45-62, esp. 59-62. For the 
discussion on the interaction between philosophy and Orthodoxy in Byzantium, see K. 
Ierodiakonou, Byzantine Philosophy Revisited (A Decade After), in: Ierodiakonou – 
Bydén, The Many Faces (cited n. 6), 1-21, esp. 4-7.
50 See A. Garzya (ed.), Nicephori Basilacae orationes et epistolae. Leipzig 1984, 83,13.
51 See Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 72-73. 
52 See A. Dimitrakopoulos, Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ βιβλιοθήκη, 1. Leipzig 1866, 269-270.
Nikolaos Mouzalon’s Resignation from the Patriarchal Throne 55
be viewed as a refutation of the latter and Nikolaos’ exhortation to Manuel as a 
rhetorical technique that aimed at cloaking an attack on the emperor.53 Darrouzès 
does not specify the nature of the alleged attack, but as we saw in the previous 
section many aspects of the dialogue suggest that the intention of its author was 
not exactly to extol the emperor for the way he (would have) handled the matter. 
Now, if for the sake of argument we accept that Nikolaos’ purpose was to defend 
the emperor against a scandalous pamphlet that circulated in the court before Ma-
nuel had taken action, several things in the bishop’s logos take on a new meaning.
First and foremost, Nikolaos’ ironic address to his adversary as: ‘you, who 
are remarkably wise and even surpass Aristotle and Plato in the use of syllogisms 
and dialectic’ (περιττὲ τὴν σοφίαν καὶ ὑπὲρ Ἀριστοτέλην καὶ Πλάτωνα συλλογι-
στικὲ καὶ διαλεκτικὲ)54 echoes the Platonic / dialectic form of the proceedings, 
the emperor’s Aristotelean argument, as well as Manuel’s and the bishops’ love 
for syllogisms, as attested in the text. Later on, Nikolaos juxtaposes once again 
the syllogisms and the dialectic method of his opponent, which he relates to his 
‘fallacious nonsense’ (ἐριστικὰς φληναφίας55) and his love for ‘disputations’ (λο-
γομαχίας), with the ‘sublime and divine dialectic’ (τῆς καθ’ ἡμᾶς ὑψηλῆς ὄντως 
καὶ ἱερᾶς διαλεκτικῆς), which shall lead them to the path of truth.56 Indeed, 
Nikolaos’ logos is interspersed with a great number of theological and Scriptural 
intertextual references, as well as syllogisms that are based on theological con-
cepts.57 All this certainly seems like a direct response to the dialogue, which, as 
we saw, is made up exclusively by non-theological arguments and syllogisms, 
with only one exception that, as noted in the previous section, curiously adds to 
the tension between the emperor and the patriarch, instead of cooling things off.
These indications suggest that the dialogue may have well existed, when 
Nikolaos was writing his impassioned logos. A further comparison with the three 
53 Cf. Darrouzès, Documents (cited n. 2), 73.
54 Dimitrakopoulos, Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ βιβλιοθήκη (cited n. 52), 273.
55 Ἐριστικὸς is primarily someone who is ‘fond of arguing’, but see ἐριστικὸς συλλογισμὸς 
in LSJ, with reference to Aristotle’s Topics and Metaphysics. Nonetheless, it should be 
noted that occasionally Socrates would be accused of being fond of arguing by his intel-
ocutors, due to his constant intervenes and queries, as well as his irony. Plato’s dialogues 
have been even described as ἐριστικοὶ διάλογοι by Isocrates in Panathenaicus, 26 (see T. 
H. Irwin, Plato: The Intellectual Background, in: Kraut, The Cambridge Companion 
to Plato (cited n. 26), 51-89, esp. 66 and 85, n. 59 and 60). Thus, it could be argued that 
Nikolaos is using this word in reference to the dialogue’s Platonic style. 
56 Dimitrakopoulos, Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ βιβλιοθήκη (cited n. 52), 277.
57 See for instance his syllogism on the scandal Dimitrakopoulos, Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ βι-
βλιοθήκη [cited n. 52], 273. For Nikolaos’ ‘ecclesiological arguments’ in this logos, cf. 
Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 278.
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logoi he composed in relation to the Panteugenos affair some five or six years later 
can shed more light on the poetics and purpose of the text.58 To begin with, the 
historical circumstances that surround the Panteugenos affair, as well as the way 
the matter evolved, are reminiscent of the Mouzalon affair: First, a scandal occurs 
within the Church; then the emperor intervenes and the matter is solved. In both 
cases, Platonizing dialogues are involved and Nikolaos of Methone, always more 
than willing to defend the Church and his emperor, delivers a logos or two, which 
refute(s) those who were opposing the establishment.59 With regard to the later 
affair, we know that Nikolaos wrote all three logoi after Panteugenos had com-
posed his dialogue, since the bishop is quoting it extensively, in order to engage 
in a direct refutation with the opponent’s arguments. As in the logos pertaining 
to the Mouzalon affair, in one instance Nikolaos counterattacks Panteugenos’ 
dialogue with characterizations that bring to mind the similar expressions we 
encountered there. More specifically, the anonymous opponent of the Mouzalon 
affair was ἐριστικός, συλλογιστικὸς and διαλεκτικός. Now Panteugenos’ piece is 
τὸ μῆλον τῆς ἔριδος, πᾶς λόγος ἐριστικὸς καὶ σοφιστικός.60 In another instance, 
Nikolaos devaluates Plato’s teaching on the Ideas, but this time with the aid of 
Aristotle, whom, as we saw, he had also attacked in his logos on Mouzalon.61
58 The dispute was centered around a phrase from John Chrysostom’s liturgy: Σὺ γὰρ εἶ 
ὁ προσφέρων καὶ προσφερόμενος καὶ προσδεχόμενος καὶ διαδιδόμενος. Panteugenos 
argued with his dialogue that the sacrifice was offered solely to the Father and the Holy 
Spirit. Nikolaos wrote an Ἀντίρρησις against Panteugenos’s dialogue and an Ἐπινίκιος 
addressed to the emperor, after the synod that condemned Panteugenos’ views. There is 
also a third logos, which seems unfinished. On these, see Spingou, A Platonising Dialogue 
(cited n. 5), 123-124.
59 Spingou calls Nikolaos ‘a neo-Platonist’ and ‘a neo-Platonic philosopher’ (A Platonis-
ing Dialogue (cited n. 5), 123 and 127 respectively). If I understand correctly, he was the 
exact opposite, an adversary of Neoplatonism and an advocate of Aristotelianism. See on 
this M. Trizio, Eleventh- to Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in: S. Gersh (ed.), Interpret-
ing Proclus: From Antiquity to the Renaissance. Cambridge – New York 2014, 182-215, 
esp. 201-208 and N. Siniossoglou, Radical Platonism in Byzantium: Illumination and 
Utopia in Gemistos Plethon. Cambridge – New York 2011, 85-87. Trizio, 207, consid-
ers Nikolaos part of the ‘intellectual establishment’. It would be somewhat peculiar for 
an advocate of the establishment to act as ‘a neo-Platonic philosopher’, even during the 
reign of Manuel. 
60 A. Dimitrakopoulos, Νικολάου ἐπισκόπου Μεθώνης λόγοι δύο. Leipzig 1865, 48.
61 See ibid., 13-14. However, the presence of Plato in this logos is more complex. Nikolaos 
is misquoting Gorgias 447a early on (op. cit., p. 3), attributing erroneously the words he 
is citing to Polus, not Callicles. Is this a gesture of irony on his behalf? Anyhow, both 
Aristotle and Plato are ultimately οἱ ἔξω σοφοί, who should stay out of his logos (op. cit., 
p. 14). Plato’s derision is also mentioned by Trizio, Interpreting Proclus (cited n. 59), 
207.
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Based on these similarities in style, content and method, a question arises: If 
Nikolaos was arguing against an already existing dialogue with his logos on the 
Mouzalon affair, why didn’t he quote and refute it the same way he did in the 
logoi on the Panteugenos affair? It wouldn’t be far-fetched to surmise that the 
answer lies by and large on the emperor himself and his distinctive role in the 
events surrounding the composition of each dialogue. Simply put, Manuel was 
the reason the Mouzalon affair turned into such a nightmare for both the Church 
and the court. The anonymous author of the proceedings obviously knew that 
and he was also aware of the emperor’s dialectic pretensions. For the most part, 
these two elements give a satisfactory explanation for the form and content of 
the dialogue. Conversely, in the Panteugenos affair Manuel joined in at a later 
stage, his role being to bring the heated discussions to an end. In fact, we know 
that Manuel almost had the last word, as the proceedings of the synod that was 
held in May 1157 attest. According to its redactor, during the debate between the 
emperor and Panteugenos, the former ‘by using the dialectic method, did not 
shrink from constructing the most intelligent arguments’, which led to his tri-
umph over the latter.62 As regards Manuel’s demonstration of his dialect prowess 
then, one could argue that the emperor almost lost the first round (Mouzalon), 
but most certainly won the second (Panteugenos).
With this in mind, it could be argued that Nikolaos of Methone wanted to 
downplay the dialogue between Manuel and Mouzalon, provided that it had al-
ready been written before his logos. Apparently, he could not pretend it did not ex-
ist, hence the references to his opponent’s dialectic and sophistic methods, which, 
as we saw, can be correlated with similar passages in his logoi on the Panteugenos 
affair; but he could at least avoid quoting it, hoping perhaps that eventually its 
effect would fade away with time. Interestingly enough, Kinnamos seems to act 
accordingly. In the passage concerning Mouzalon’s controversies that led to his 
resignation, the role of Manuel is restricted to a sole genitive absolute: βασιλέως 
διαιτήσαντος … (Μουζάλων) ἀφίστατο τοῦ θρόνου.63 The proceedings them-
selves are left out of the narrative, although it is natural to assume that, if they 
had actually played a positive role in Manuel’s impact and legacy as a master in 
dialectic, Kinnamos would have mentioned them.
His silence is rather suspicious, especially when noticing that in the narra-
tion of the 1156/7 controversy he does mention the dialogue of Panteugenos, 
accompanied by some critical remarks. The emperor’s role is once again limited 
62 See I. Sakkelion, Πατμιακὴ Βιβλιοθήκη. Athens 1890, 322.
63 Meineke, Ioannis Cinnami Epitome (cited n. 16), 84.
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in the same βασιλέως διαιτήσαντος,64 but we should bear in mind that textual 
evidence regarding Manuel’s involvement in this affair was not as impressive as 
in the Mouzalon case. In the proceedings of the 1157 synod and the usual praises 
notwithstanding, Manuel’s dialectic victory over Panteugenos consists merely 
of a few lines written in the third person and a brief passage in the first person, 
whereas in the proceedings of the Mouzalon hearing he is the protagonist and 
the driving force of the debate. And surely Kinnamos was not reluctant to extol 
his emperor’s dialectic and philosophical skills elsewhere, as the epilogue of his 
history’s seventh book shows, where Manuel is presented as the most astute in-
terpreter of Aristotle’s obscure passages of his time. Naturally, the historian lays 
particular emphasis on the emperor’s dialectic method in dealing with these 
passages.65
Consequently, whereas it cannot be proved with certainty that the proceed-
ings of the synod of 1151 were written before Nikolaos of Methone’s logos, a 
case could be made for this based on inter- end extratextual evidence. Be that as 
it may, we should now move to the next stage and stress the importance of the 
Mouzalon dialogue as an early (perhaps even the earliest), first-rate testament to 
Manuel’s dialectic aspirations. If we view this source as the documented starting 
point of the emperor’s trajectory in dialectic, then later sources, such as Manuel’s 
small victory in the synod of 1157 and his triumphant appearance as an undis-
puted expert on dialectic in Kamateros’ Sacred Arsenal sometime in the 1170s, 
are equally essential, in order to delineate the evolution of his ‘philosophical’ 
persona throughout his reign.
From a narratological point of view, these three sources highlight the stylis-
tic difference between texts that are products of propaganda and others that are 
not. In the proceedings of the Mouzalon affair, we have a clear case of ‘showing’. 
Manuel’s dialectic competence is judged solely by his words and actions. There 
are no meta-textual comments, either a foreword, or an afterword by the writer 
of the text, telling the readers how to assess the emperor’s performance. This is 
not what we witness in the other two sources. Both in the proceedings of the 1157 
synod and the Sacred Arsenal, we see a blend of ‘showing’ and ‘telling’. There is 
enough direct speech to show that Manuel knows his dialectic, but there are also 
several voices speaking in third person, as in the epigram and the foreword to 
the text in the Sacred Arsenal,66 who make sure that the message gets across the 
64 Ibid., 177; διαιτήσεως in the text; διαιτήσαντος in the apparatus criticus, which is prefer-
able. 
65 Ibid., 291.
66 See Bucossi, Andronici Camateri Sacrum armamentarium (cited n. 44), 7-10 and 13-15 
respectively. 
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reader. Since ‘showing’ is a more complex and ambiguous technique than ‘tell-
ing’, for the reader has to make up his / her own mind instead of being told what 
to think, it is more difficult to define what the exact message of the proceedings 
of the Mouzalon hearing is.
From a historical perspective, what these three sources suggest is that, in 
regard to his dialectic aspirations, by the late 1150s Manuel had figured out 
how to use imperial propaganda to his own advantage. This procedure of image 
construction culminated in the 1170s and forms part of the second half of Ma-
nuel’s reign. There are several rhetorical pieces from the 1160s and 1170s that 
relate to the emperor’s image as regards his eloquence and overall intellectual 
prowess.67 One of the best examples of this, with a focus on Manuel’s dialectic 
mastery of course, comes from a logos addressed to the emperor, written by Eu-
thymios Malakes in 1161. In this piece, Manuel’s intellectual attributes, namely 
his eloquence and persuasive skills, as well as his competence in the philosophical 
treatment of theological and non-theological subjects, are deemed better than 
those of the Peripatetic school, the Stoics and ‘the people around Socrates’ (sc. 
Socrates himself). In the end, Malakes says that Manuel employs this secular 
arsenal to deal with ‘Moses’ (sc. theology) and elucidate the obscure truths that 
are concealed in the gospels.68
We can see how Malakes is trying here to argue that ultimately theology is 
more important than philosophy, but the aftermath of the whole passage is that 
Manuel was an advocate of pure philosophical methods, when it came to ap-
proaching and interpreting theological matters – or at least, that is what he wanted 
people around him to believe.69 This daring crossover between the theological 
and the philosophical, which is repeated by Niketas Choniates, but now clearly 
in a critical way,70 does not contradict a work like the Sacred Arsenal at all. The 
foreword to the text makes it clear that Manuel’s dialectic skill derives both from 
his natural gift for constructing arguments and divine epiphany.71 However, it 
does make us somewhat sceptical towards the proceedings of the Mouzalon af-
67 See Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 465-470.
68 See A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Noctes Petropolitanae. St. Petersburg 1913 (repr. 
Leipzig 1976), 184.21-185.11; cf. Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 465.
69 For his part, Magdalino (The Empire [cited n. 3], 468) regards this passage as a defence 
of Orthodoxy against Neoplatonism.
70 See I.A. van Dieten (ed.), Nicetae Choniatae Historia (CFHB, 11/1). Berlin – New York 
1975, 210; cf. L. Bossina, Niketas Choniates as a Theologian, in: A. Simpson – S. Efthy-
miades (eds.), Niketas Choniates: A Historian and a Writer. Geneva 2009, 165-184, esp. 
171-172, and T. Urbainczyk, Writing about Byzantium. The History of Niketas Choni-
ates (Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies). London – New York 2018, 93-94.
71 See Bucossi, Andronici Camateri, Sacrum armamentarium (cited n. 44), 14.
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fair, where philosophy and dialectic overshadow theology. In other words, the 
ensuing dialogue is too philosophical or not enough theological for its subject. 
Let us also recall that this is exactly what Nikolaos of Methone is accusing of 
his anonymous opponent in his logos. In this view, the dialogue is not a direct 
precursor to future propagandistic texts, such as those we have seen, but rather 
a peculiar early example of things that were to come best forgotten by the court. 
Unfortunately, what goes around comes around. A surviving dialogue be-
tween Manuel and the patriarch Michael Anchialos (1170-1177) demonstrates 
that the emperor’s ‘career’ as a master in dialectic has come full circle. Whether a 
faithful transcription of a discussion that took place between them sometime in 
the 1170s, a fictional pamphlet of that era72 (the reader may notice the similarities 
with the Mouzalon case), or even a 13th-century fabrication,73 this piece reflects 
or harks back to the patriarch’s, and evidently many bishops’, dissatisfaction with 
the emperor’s pro-Western politics in the field of doctrinal theology during the 
1160s and 1170s.74 The dialogue consists of several long speeches, but there are 
also parts that display the close interaction between the two discussants. However, 
from Manuel’s perspective, the roles have been completely reversed. The emperor 
had been for more than two decades the teacher; now he is the apprentice.
The following passage is quite eloquent:75
Βασιλεύς. Οὐκοῦν ἐκεῖνοι (sc. οἱ Λατῖνοι) πρὸς τὸ θεῖον ὑβρίζουσι;
Πατριάρχης. Καὶ πάνυ μὲν οὖν.
Β. Ἡ δ’ ὕβρις οἵα;
Π. Μεγίστη καὶ ἧς οὐκ ἂν εὑρήσει τις χείρονα.
Β. Τί δὲ οὐχὶ καὶ ἡμῖν ταύτην ἀποκαλύψειας;
Π. Προθύμως.
Β. Λέγε λοιπόν· καὶ γὰρ ἀσμένως ἀκούσομαι.
Basileus. So, they (sc. the Latins) commit hybris towards God?
Patriarch. By all means.
72 See M. Angold, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni, 1081–1261. 
Cambridge 1995, 111-112. The scholar argues that the dialogue fits to the theological 
issues that were current during the last decades of Manuel’s reign and dates it tentatively 
to the 1170s.
73 Darrouzès (Documents [cited n. 2], 66-67) dates it to the 13th-century, relating it to the 
Union of Lyons (1274). Even so, Magdalino (The Empire [cited n. 3], 292) contends that 
“although the dialogue may have never taken place, the sentiments it voices were real 
enough”. 
74 See Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 291-293. 
75 C. Loparev, On the Unionism of the Emperor Manuel Comnenos. VV 14 (1917) 334-
357, esp. 345.3-6. The English version of the article’s title after B. Hamilton, The Latin 
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B. But what kind of hybris?
P. Of the most serious and worst kind.
B. Well, will you not reveal it to us then?
P. Gladly.
B. So speak; for I will be more than happy to listen.
As can be seen, Manuel, once an expert in theological matters, a master in dialec-
tic and a more skilful and convincing interlocutor than Socrates, is presented as a 
naive ignorant. What we have here is not, strictly speaking, another token of the 
elenctic method, for Manuel is again the one asking the questions throughout the 
dialogue. But his questions reveal nothing more than his complete lack of aware-
ness as regards theological issues. Towards the end, the emperor is even thank-
ing the patriarch for opening up his eyes, by revealing to him that the Latins are 
the enemies of Orthodoxy.76 Although we cannot be sure of the dialogue’s exact 
dating, if it was composed in the 1170s, it would be tempting to regard it as a sad 
ending to Manuel’s overambitious, even conceited, dialectic ‘career’, which began 
with a slight misstep in the early 1150s and reached its peak in the last twenty 
years or so of his reign. On the other hand, if it is a 13th-century text, then it bears 
testament to the highly critical reception of the emperor’s Church politics with 
the Latins posthumously, with an ironic hint to his dialectic aspirations. In both 
cases, Manuel’s moments of glory seem trapped within the confines of his failures.
Final remarks
The dialogue of the Mouzalon affair reflects the intellectual trends of its time and 
raises questions that are related to the interaction of philosophy and theology, 
or even Hellenism and Orthodoxy, in 12th-century literature. The holistic point 
of view is to regard contemporary dialogues on ecclesiastical and dogmatic af-
fairs, with all their Platonic, Aristotelian and broader syllogistic aspirations and 
pretensions, as either tokens of literature that ‘deviate’ from the static notion 
of a fixed Orthodoxy or testimonies to the flexibility of the complex byzantine 
identity, and its ability to transfigure itself in a more or less dynamic way. On 
the other hand, the specific purpose that surrounds the composition of each text 
should be taken into consideration, as well as the techniques its author employs, 
in order to convey a complex message. In the case of the Mouzalon affair, we saw 
that it is rather difficult to draw definitive conclusions with regard to the ensuing 
dialogue’s ‘message’ or even its exact relation to other pertinent texts, for 12th-
century writers tend to be ironic, evasive and ambiguous, and the author of this 
text is not an exception.
76 Loparev, On the Unionism (cited n. 75), 355.33.
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Moreover, we should draw our attention to the fact that Manuel was an active 
participant in the evolution of dialogues during his reign. His love for dialectic 
is undisputed, although this occupation should be put in context, as it pertains 
to his imperial image over the years, as well as his strategy of self-representation. 
Regardless of the circumstances under which the Mouzalon dialogue was com-
posed, it is a good place to start for the exploration of Manuel’s ‘dialectic per-
sona’, which plays along with the other personas that he applied to himself, with 
the aid of court poetry and oratory, or even his own pen, throughout the years. 
We know of ‘Manuel as king Eros’ and ‘Manuel, the astrologer king’.77 We now 
witness ‘Manuel, the master in dialectic’, which almost corresponds to ‘Manuel, 
the new Socrates’. Of course, it is all part of a complex picture. Manuel was an 
ἐπιστημονάρχης early on, namely an expert in doctrinal and ecclesiastical affairs78 
and the proceedings of the 1147 synod for the deposition of Kosmas II state em-
phatically that the emperor persuaded the patriarch to abdicate the throne, by 
using his ἐπιστημοναρχικὴ σοφία.79 Ten years after, in the proceedings of the 1157 
synod, Manuel vanquishes Panteugenos with syllogisms and dialectic. This sug-
gests a gradual evolution in the official image of Manuel and indeed, the second 
half of his reign was more about consolidating his dialectic prowess.
This quite daring blend of Orthodoxy and secularism in the emperor’s pro-
jected image, which reflects and at the same time attempts to construct the intel-
lectual landscape of the 12th-century, raises one final question: Did king Eros, 
the astrologer king and the new Socrates succeed in imposing his complicated 
agenda? We know that his pro-astrological views were strongly refuted by Mi-
chael Glykas and we saw how the emperor is presented in the dialogue with the 
patriarch Michael Anchialos.80 These two cases are indicative of a relative failure. 
Nevertheless, the most telling narrative comes from Niketas Choniates. In his his-
tory he relates the emperor’s final moments, when he realizes that the predictions 
of his astrologers, who foresee longevity and more romantic adventures in spite 
of his illness, are fraud. He then asks for the monastic clothing, but not before 
signing an anti-astrological confession, thus urged by the patriarch.81 Essentially, 
77 See P. Magdalino, Eros the King and the King of Amours: Some Observations on Hys-
mine and Hysminias. DOP 46 (1992) 197-204, esp. 201-203, and Idem, L’ Orthodoxie 
des astrologues. La science entre le dogme et la divination à Byzance (VIIe–XIVe siècle) 
(Réalités byzantines, 12). Paris 2006, 109-132.
78 See Magdalino, The Empire (cited n. 3), 281; cf. Spingou, A Platonising Dialogue (cited 
n. 5), 123.
79 See Rallis – Potlis, Σύνταγμα (cited n. 31), 309.
80 On Manuel’s astrological treatise and Glykas’ refutation, see Magdalino, L’ Orthodoxie 
(cited n. 77), 114-126.
81 See van Dieten, Nicetae Choniatae Historia (cited n. 70), 220-221.
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this episode deconstructs all that Manuel stood for: Astrology is proven wrong, 
Eros is dying out, and the new Socrates is persuaded to renounce his belief in his 
beloved astrology. While this is merely one historian’s version of the events, it can 
tell us how Manuel’s image was perceived and received in certain circles, namely 
theologians and clergymen with more conservative views.82 In this way, Manuel’s 




The present paper deals with a 12th-century ‘Platonic’ dialogue between the pa-
triarch Nikolaos Mouzalon, Manuel Komnenos and an unspecified number of 
bishops, within the frame of a synod that was held in Constantinople in 1151 and 
led to Mouzalon’s abdication from the throne. Although the unofficial document 
that records the dialogue purports to be a faithful transcription of the second 
day of the debate, the abundance of motifs and elements that relate to the con-
temporary intellectual and literary milieu, as well as Manuel’s somewhat failed 
attempt to act as a Socrates-like figure throughout the dialogue, pose several 
questions with regard to the author’s attitude against the emperor and the text’s 
overall connection to actual events. Both these questions are explored, via the 
process of close reading and also with the aid of other contemporary or slightly 
posterior primary sources. In addition, an attempt is made to outline Manuel’s 
projected image as a master in the use of dialectic and syllogisms, and its evolu-
tion through the years of his long reign. 
82 Cf., for instance, Magdalino, L’ Orthodoxie (cited n. 77), 128-130, for more anti-astro-
logical reactions from within the Church, during Manuel’s reign.

